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. , 7 _ Abstract - - )
: ///;>h : 7 L s - k
A . Althqugh much has been written about the academic presidency:

govérning boards,.iittié émpiric%i research has beif undertaken to
. investigate the topic. This study investigated. to What extent
R . i .
\ institution presidents and governing board ghairpersons‘agreed about
~ fﬁé'FéiiiiVé importance of twenty §é1ééféa—5Fé§?aéﬁf?51 roles. The

type were also examined as they
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' ‘ Prééﬁi&ﬁfiéi Roles: A Comparative Analysis
- - of Eﬁéi? Relative Importancé as Perceived
- ) S : : by College and University Pres1dents
; and Gééef‘ﬁiﬁgj Board CﬁéiFﬁéFééﬁé
' The Embatt]ed Eol]ege Pres1dengg, E 7
The third page head11ne read, "AﬁBﬁFﬁngé§iaéﬁt Quits After -

; Year of Faculty Unrest" [5]. A piciire of ﬁﬁésiééﬁt;Fﬁhaéﬁhaﬁk‘s :
éibiéSs1on1ess, blankly star1ng face was plaééd«below the head11ne,
héit*té g ﬁittﬂﬁé of StUdéhtS éé]ébﬁétiﬁg.his iéSigﬁétibh; Sﬁé]]éi /
héédihgs on the prev1ous page read "President Qu1ts at §ﬁ W g
College" and "Un1on Coqgemns Pres1dent at Ind1aqp u.. of Pa." Of‘ he

: o Auburn University case, it was reported that: - S \
| at no point duriingzt"he more than a year of unrest 'did 1e'aaers

\ o{ the facu]ty S ant1 Funderburk faction explain in other than )

; general terms Why thengcund the president objectionable. Hé
was aocused of 1ack1ng "a vision" for the un1vers1ty, af : {
== harbor1qg _ant151nte11%ctua1 attitudes," and of allowing purely .
. . budgetary concerns to dominate his administration of the ’
. university: 3
g “In his letter of resignation, Mr. Funderburk reminded the
¢ | trustees that they had asked him when he took Fﬁ; job to ’
> | “straighten out the financial affairs of, the university;

L . o L . ,
establish a goal and initiate a tapital campaign fUhdi;””
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. many publics,“internal and external.
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. SO
o ébrretE,f%écairand persuqnej,bkdpiems in the athletic, ”
A department.“f 3 - BE 3 :
§ou will ‘Find that 1 have accomplished thase
a§s1ggments;" he Zaid. [5] _ . ) =g
Tﬁé article followed weeks 5??ﬁeadﬁiﬁe—§raBBiﬁ§ reﬁdrféﬁéféﬁ
' N - ' -

the case. Six months prior.a president of a Pennsylvania state

college, fired by thé state's- Governor after the Governor was

_a'né’gém y 5’r'é'ssaﬁéa to do’so by a%\;éﬁisi'fféiéa f'aﬁﬁéi employee of the

college——then an 1nf1uenc1a1 state 1eg151ator ﬂad held the dub1ous

o«

[6]-
Se\en year§ before Ehe-Auburn and West Chester 1nc1dents, a ’_

. /front page story appeared in a February, 1975, 1ssue of f: J;, .

Chronicle of H1gher Educat1on,wentrt1ed "Tﬁ-\Pér1lous *

?' esi "nc1es. it deta1] ed a series of preS1dent1a1 firings and

resignations which had occurred the previous year. This phenomenon
~ o S
has become alarmingly tommonplace; "More and more heads of colleges
and universities find tﬁéir ass1gnments iﬁérea§§ngly precarious. %

. . presidents aSbear to be facing increased pressures from var10ﬁ§
campus EéﬁEfifﬁéﬁé1é§, espec1a11y faculties aﬁd:BéardSi of trustdes”
[37,p 1] ?" mbattled Amer1éan:c011e§e presidency remains under
seige, frought with conflicting expectations Frof the institutions?
%

S |
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analys1s for many years as has--to a 1esser extent--the somet1mes

tumultuous relationship between pres1dents and lay dBvern1ng boards.
The wérk of Stéke [39]* eaiéaa [13j; Bédds [15], Simon [38]; ﬁayhé§
[29], Kerr [27], Cohen and March [11], E]eary [1ol, ingram T[22, 23],

t'o"p'i'c.“ . . i' ' S

- A variety of barriers have frustrated many previous attempts to

‘t‘ : N - - ﬁ - -7 - N N L7 N N "; N ; -
accumulate and analyze meaningful data related to this topic. The

unique nature of the academ® environment Eii—ﬁj, the ambiguity

[17,8,24,43,33], the extreme d1ver§1ty among 1nst1tut1ons [3], the
) o ) o7 7 e
dbsence of a coherent history cf'empirita] research on the -topic
[17,25],.and the Yack of theoretical constructs to assist in the

design 'of such stud1es are representative of those barriers: For

_these reasons this study should be cons1dered exgloratory-—1n terms

of both the research 1nstrument developed for’ usg in the study and
the 1mpﬂ1cat1ons of the f1nd1ngs. .

z The op1n1en y1terature offers many useful subJect1ve
grounded in data. The w1de1y pub11c1zed h1story of embattled

présiaéhciés.impi1es poss1b1e lack of cons mfng pres1dents and

i : \ .

v/ | *
‘ i 0 ;
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trustees; at least {n terms ‘of successful fuifiliment of .
5Fé§§déﬁfﬁé1 éibééféf%éﬁé; but the limited data-based evidence is
mixed ‘and 1ncomp1ete—-part1cular1y regarding percept1ons of

pres1dent1ﬁ1 role prior1t1és. o .

>. :

The major. obgept1ve of the present study was to fﬁVé%f?ééfe'
whether consensus exists concern1ng the relative iﬁﬁéFﬁéﬁée of
selected presidential roles as perceived by governing board

‘e

chairpersons and presidedts. of American colleges and universities.

The variables of institftion sizé and typé Wé}é also examined as
they related to péhtéivé“— """ |
?urthérmdré because Some observers have descr1bed the pres1dent S

role as two-d1mens1ona1--those act1vtt1es or: role feyct1%ﬁg d1rected

to collegiate issue es, goncerns and const1tuenc1es "1nS1de?4the
ihstitutibh'ahd those directed'“ahtside" the ihstitutﬁén::this study
a]so 1nvest1gated whether or not d1screganc1es ex1st among the twb

these tﬂ? d1men51ons.

Role AmB?duifiﬁéﬁ& CéﬁfliéiiﬁéiEXQeéEéiiéﬁé ' N ; O

The job of - pres1dent of an. Amer1can'co]1ege or un1vers1ty 1s

Ry () ’ N
which of many pres1dent1a1 ro]es\should be emphas1zéﬁ

multi- faceted. Expectaf’6n§ for how a president shou]é/fhnct1on and
b

ound and

vary with the many constituencies served by the president f2;27j:

As Wenrich has observed: 7 . A

»
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i - . Many of the d1ff1cu1t1es associated with the pres1dency
roo= :
hase to do with oppos1ng demands. The president simultaneously

seeks to serve and attend to the needs and 1nterests of

students, faculty, other adm1n1strators, trustees,

S o bus1ness/1ndustr1a1 groups, and. the commun1ty at large. rThe

1nde1dua1s who seek something from the 1nst1tut1on. At the

, same time the undef1ned nature of the pos1tnon breeds

A3

cons1derab]e uneas1' $s in many pres1dentg Ea3 p.37]

,,,,,,,,,,

The problem of mult1p1e demands&for rold'funct1on;;§*coup1ed
with the re1ated problem of role pmb1gu1ty and further comp11cated
by the:complexity of the'academic organization-itse f [7].

Cohen and March s [11T Well—known "organized anarchy

-character1zat1on of such 1nst1tut1ons prov1dps an adequate i?

unsettling, description of the m111eu in wh1ch these institutional

, .liaders~f1nd themselves.‘ In sp1te of this rather pess1m1st1c but
Tl Ly S 77' S )

- popular view of academic institutional life, the president remains '
an %aaiv%aﬁai who is filling a ppsitidn of grand propoftions. A

! decade ago, Cohen and March adM1tted that: . ) ) N

é

The pres1dency is heroic. Whatever terms are used; the
role is sééﬁ—ajjan impbrtént one. The pres1dent is the man who<;'
i@;ts, or gu1des, or' d1v1des, or Supports, the man who is=-in

-, Some sense or other--respons1b1e for the institution.[11,p. 79]

#

L 1]
-
&

Y



. N - W~ s
_ : : )\' o ! :Presidential Roles

" - L

-;. L - ot . e HE o &

Kauffman has agreed ‘“Nhatever else we may think about presidentS*V'

Al

they do seemto be necessary." [§4,p 77 . -
It is. agaiﬁst this backdrop of 1nst1tutional comptexity and

1

A

) board of trustees as represented by the -board chairperson. Among
. 3

- the mthitude of pr6s1dent1a1 ro]e expectat1bns none woqu seem so

N s critical as those held by govern1ng bogrd cha1rpersons 1n comparison

w1th the ?ole expectations of the pos1tion 1ncumbents -

~

- ' 5 : Ks the 1nst1tut1on s executive off1cer, the pres1dent is ]1nked .

q"d1rect1y and consp1cuously to the governing board and part1cu1ar1y

1ts cha1rperson. Because the relationsh1p is so critical% it seems
to follow that‘f/erg odeht to be a substantial amouﬁt of agreement

betWeen trustees and the president as to the re]at1ve 1mportan;e of .

roles representat1ve of the pres1dent s maJor work activity areas.

.
@

ﬁyemeuf_ceJai:edJuecatm Much of the farly literature -

[

on; the pres1dency 1s based on anecdotai recollect?ﬁns of former i
€< .

Tw1ng s [46] Boék'1s

¥

s T

R
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) ‘ 7 Thehé 1s aobther, more recent trend in thqu\&eratdre wherein
_ A commentators have suggested that analys:s of theggtesidenb;
act1v1t1es and responsibi]ities should proceed in berms‘of.the

éitérhai‘ahd internal,dichotomy inherent to the positidn: Millett
) & tjgj has been a major proponent of this view. o
| : There is a considerable yoiﬁmé of iiterature which has
_ attempted to describe the‘présidehcy in térms of its many ; somehhat

'distihcf,*roies.' "Visionary/]ong range planner" has beén identified
VN . :
by many as a primary presidehtial rolé. Pnator EBBJ, Sifon [38],

Meyerson [30}, Howe [20], Wa]ker [42], Wenrich £43] Cowley [14],

rd

Kauffman (24], and Hesburgh [19] all refer to 1t from a var1ety of
perspectives. Other ro]es sach as financial manager,

admihisfhafoiideéisioﬁ-ﬁakeh; fund Féisei; facu]t%/advocate,

governme\§.11a1son, academic 1nnovator have been hypothesi};d by

Ly

these and other writers: But; a$ Kauffman has aptly observed "One
. . ,

\ 5&?56&*& ‘TeadeF—Visioﬁary' is another person's autocrat—wi]dmah‘; :
< + - We see how difficult it is to descr1be the roTe of pres1dent

and the con#11ct1ng role expectat1ons of each beho]der ' ‘ .

[25,p 14: 17]

A
‘ Substant1ve, data- based 11terat3re re]ated spe§1f1ca11y to the

;
pres1dent -board cha1rperson re]at1onsh1p is almost nonex1stent The
- - A
v best available literature on th1s to&&c is the be found in portiohs
7 . . '3
) ' of articles or books or pamph?ets which usua]ly on]y ﬁddress‘the

.

"relat1onsh1p n a.somewhap s1mphf1edi ’ubaect1ve, faghion w1thout

. 1 -
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reference to data: Examples are provided by the pemphlets published:

by the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges

(A.G.B.) entitled, The Board Chairperson and the President [16,35].

Aitﬁéﬁéﬁ Héibfdi;;?gé‘iééﬁés discussed are Eybiiéiiy not the tough,
- : .

substantive ones related to board members assisting presidents

défihé and evaluate:their jobs and be more .successful at them.

<

Previous empirical studies. Data-based ‘Analysis of the

academic presidency has occurred but in a 1imited way. .For example,
a few studies have analyzed the presidential roles ih;térms of
"time-on-task." Walberg's [41] study of ‘presidents and thelr
secretaries, conducted “in 1966 in Né@-iorkhétafé; prbduééd a
déSFripinh of four major work acti#ity areas of'pﬁésidEhfs,
inc{Lding an analysis of the precentage of’presidéntiai time spent
on various tasks. In a similar study; Bgﬁeief, Katz, and ﬁéqnuéébn-
[4] reported iiat,‘gaSed.Oﬂ daté gathered between 1976-79, the
president “rarely concentrates only on budgetary and political

aspects of the role. Most presidents aspire to be leaders in
education as well® [4:p:93: -~ -~ - . ,
Cole [12]; Kauffman [25]; and Carbone [9] represent the few
researchers who have gathered data for the purpose of examining the
general nature of frustrations experienced by many college and:
university presidents. In his study of ;ﬁiﬁtyiﬁihé presidents who

had-resigned their position during the 1975-76 ac4demic year, Cole

reported that, tweoty-two said they had resigned in a crisis

L~
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situation: Of that grou ; seventeen or 77 percent, reported
difficulties with their governing boards [12 p 72]
In 1976, Kauffman interviewed thirty-two recently appointed

male and female preSidents representing mixed ‘public and private E

1

institutions from eighteen states‘ for two;to four hours each in an .

open-ended intervjew format . These presidents reported overwhelming
role aénahas;'jéck of trustee invoivement and support as well as, in
most cases,; "no agreéd upon.objeétiVés oF criteria Efof pneéiaéntiai

;the role of presidents“ [26 p 167] Examining presidents views at

therend of their careers, Carbone (91, based on;a 1979 survey among

'_;1400 ifimediate past pres1dents, found that “in ost case es; the

‘troub]e experienced by presidents see’s 'd ari se *2? governing

boards rather ?;han faculty" [9,p:47].
In & Study reported in 1980 Cieary [10] focuSed on areas of

tenure 1imits) JIn an exp]oratory attempt to ?nvestigate the topic; =

:based on a sixteen: item questionnaire sent to 213 preSidents and

board chairpersons (57 percent responding) C]eary reported that

-

"trustees and: preSidents comment again and again that the authority

: reiationship JOining=them is often so unc]ear that maximum Jo1nt"‘

.

J
" b
S
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Conceptua] framework role théory.ﬂ Basic to the. désighlof

-

_this study is the assumpt1on that role theory prov1des a coocoptuai
vehicle through which behav1on 1n organi zations may be understood

better and predicted: “. . . a large part of the variance in -

1nterpersona] relations and organ1zationa1 funct1on1ng can be

understood in terms of 1nteractions,among persons as . occupants of

pos1t1ons and players of roles" [21;pf288] Ro]e theorists def1ne a
number of situations assoc1ated with “role- p]ay1ng" which are

reiated to problematic role interactions 657ru1r111aéﬁf (such as

"Fole strain" die to “role conflict;" "role oVérioaa"; and lack of

The focus of the present study was to investigate whether “role
dissensus" exists between presidents (actors) and governing board
chairpersons (significant. others). "Role theory is clear in its
'iﬁpiicatiohs régérdihg the cooséqUences~of role dissensus. If it is
not removed, the 1nteract1on is un]ike]y to proceed smooth]y and
sat1sfactor11y" [18, p 120]. ' ' .,

M1ntzberg £19] Seems to have contr1buted the most usefut
adaptat1on of ro]e theory to research concern1ng the nature of
manager1a] Work; Based on structured observat1on of five executives
(one week 6? 6Bser95tioﬁ per EquééE) representing a variety of
bus1ness and serv1ce§organ1zations, M1ntzberg deve]oped a ten role

set he hypothesized describes managers' jobs of all types’ and at_a]]

1evels;

= " .12

J

o
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The present study assumes general agreement with the ut111ty of
Mintzberg's conceptua11zat1on of managerial work with a few

.a&aﬁfafﬁéhs seemingly required by the unique characteristics of the
ééa&éﬁié organization: The. ten basic role functions claimed by

M1nﬁzberg to fe gener1c to a11 managers are represented in the

research instrument developed. for use in the present study. To an

! METHODOLOGY ~ +

The Survey Instrument

Based or an extensive literature review and interviews with
three presidents and two governing board cﬁairpérsahs (representing
five different postsecondary institutions in the Ph11ade1ph1a area),
a survey 1nstrument--the Pres1dent1a1 Roles Prof11e——was deve]oped

It named and describeq, i random order, a twenty role set ifitended

to represent a concise but generalized, generic description of the -
maJor work activity areas, or roles, fulfilled by most college and

™ university presidents:

‘The instrument prgvided respondents with five Likert-scale
} response alternafweséfmm #1"--very important to “5"--very

uﬁimportant) whereby pres1dents and- board chairpersons rated. each \;
pres1dent1a1 Fole 1n terms ef the1r percept1on of how important that
_ro1e should be to their institution dur1ng the 1982-83 academic

Y
year. .Open-ended responses were also solicited. . l

t
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Content validity was established primarily through review of

" the instrument draft by a panel of seventeen individuals. expert in

the areas of presidential activity and board-president i ’

relationships: The instrument was tested during a pilot study

(test-retest bﬁééédﬁiéj conducted among.presidents and -board
tﬁéiibéiSéﬁs of twenty-eight New Jersey postsecondary institutions

(ten state colleges; eighteen community colleges): The Speafman
Rank-Difference Correlation Coefficient of .98 (Using ranked giean
values for each role for the test ré?bthés and retest réspbﬁsésj
suggested that the ratings given egch role on the tést remained

virtually the same, in relation td,éach other, on the retest.

Data Source

The d;ta were gathered from the institution presidents and .
governing board cﬁé%bbéﬁéghé of the 129 Pennsylvania college and w
universities inciuded in the study: The study sample included all,
“comparable" institutions (e:g: all non-profit ﬁagfgéaaﬁaafy
institutions having a “Eypical® board-president governance

structure) licensed by the state to grant degrees and based in
Pennsylvania.

Pata Collection

Each of the 258 institution leaders {129 presidents; 129 board

chairpersons) was mailed an ihdiVidU%ﬂiy typed, personally addressed

-and signed cover letter along with the survey instrument on February

15, 1982. The 1é£féf was .typed on Temple University letterhead and

-y »

15
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indicated (as did the survey instrument) that the Association of
) Governing Boards 'of Colleges and Universities (AGB) and Pennsylvania

Association of Colleges and Universities (PACU)-were aware .of the
N e o
'study and results would be shared with thase organizations. The

. '

~ ~ _ [ L L - - - ~ . . . X ,.7
ot initial mailing packet also included a stamped return envelope and a

brief memorandum from Marvin Wachman, former president of PACU and
two Pennsylvania universities, urging participation. A similar #«

///memorandum urging participation in the study, from James Gallagher,

Pénnsylvania Commissioner of Higher Education, was sént to the
One week following the initiai.ﬁhfiing, an_ihd{vjduéiiyusigned
postcard reminder was mailed tb‘aii who had hbtirespoqded. Three
| weeks following the initial ﬁéiiéﬁf;‘é slightly ﬁé?é strongly worded
letter, replacement questionnaire and stamped, return enveiope was
mailed to nonrespondents: The third and final follow-up procedure;
mailed five weeks after the initial mailout, was a certified mail

letter, replacement questionnaire and return envelope.

(president or board chairperson); six institution types (state

4; state "owned" [public], n = 14; state aided

related [public], n
[generally private] n = 12; public community colleges, n = 14;

. »

private junior colleges, n = 9;, private colleges and universities,
n = 76), and institution size, g@ determined by Fall, 1982, reported
FTE enroliment. Of 258 questionnaires riailed, 243 completed and

[}

~
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usable quest1onna1res ‘were returned for an overa]] response rate of

91 percent Of the 234 quest1onna}ae§-returned 49 percent w f

' from govern1ng cha1rpersons and 51 percent froﬁ pres1dents.

-

- FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS =

3Re1at1ve Role Importance: 5&era11 Perceptions . ' .

_ Pres1dents and board cha1rpersons d1d not differ s1gn1f1cant1y

in their percept1ons of- the relative importance of the. twenty

presidential roles described 1n(f e survey instrument. The Spearman

Cogfficient of :96; based on a,éaﬁpaiigaﬁ of the pairings of

0

one to twenty; suggested a

presidents and board chairpersons by nst1tut1on where the value:
" means for each group were rank ordered

'(see Table 1);

Insert Table 1 here

As a supportiie‘anaiysis;'the application of the Pearson
Product ~Moment Corre]at1on formula to institutionally matched pa1rs

ants for each of the tnenty roles indicated no significant

pattern of response, e1ther in agreeﬁent or disagreement; for

teen of the roles. The five roles for which there were
= ,
s1gn1f1cant positive corre]at1on coefficients (see Table 1: Fund

Raiser, Community Leader, Government Liaison/ReSource Stimulator,

/
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‘f Physical Plant/Property Overseer, Labor Relations S_pecifa]ist)'
exhibited moderately weak'ieveis of agreement and correiated
response patterns. This seemed to indicate that while the groups

agreed strong1y on the,re]at1ve 1mportance of the twenty roles,

their response patterns perta1n1ng to spec1f1c 1mportance values

ass1gned to most of the indiV1dua1 roles:were not correPated' -,'v .

Interest1ng]y, .four of the five roles for wh1ch moderate]y weak

agreement was detected were re1at1ve1y lower rated ro]es. This A
. l

suggested that there may have been greater Consensus among the ‘two

But the 11m1t€5 variance -

in responses suggested that th1s was“a. tentat1ve conclusion at best

-

F1na11yg as another support1ve stat1st1ca1 ana]ys1s;nt tests_

- were pp11ed to the data for each,of the twenty ro]es (see Table 2)

4 -
' kel

1mportance for each role, th1s analys1s suggested no s1gn1f1cant

LI

percere three roles Trusgee Rapport Builder/Advisor, Financial - ’

Manager;-tommunity'Leader)ito be significantly more important than

did tnustees and trustees perce1ved the Labor Re1at1ons Spec1al1st ;

rqﬂe to'ée significantly more 1mportant than did presidents. ,
. , , T . o

- . - g §

%‘. - - - i " " - ‘»:7 ‘ ::v? X

Insert Tab1 2 here ' .

-
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j .‘d1fferences for most roles (s1xteen of twenty) Pres1dents d1d S L;“"'Eff
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°f the %OUP roles Upon ‘which the two groups d1sagreed on degree of

~
1mportance (Community Leader, Labor Re]at1ons Spec1a1nst)

Furthermore, three of the four roles upon wh1ch there was }'

s1gn1f1cant d1sagreemen€’about degree of 1mportanE§ were ranked
4(/among the top rated 60 peréént o? the twenty‘%ole set. . This of fered

limited ‘but additional support to the tentative conclusion cited

ear11er that pres1dents and trustees tended to exh1b1t more:

consensus on &Qger rated roles: . ®

4

RelaiiyeRolelmPOLtance;inst§!£t1on 51ze as a Variable <.

For the maJor1ty of pres1dent1a\ roles (fourteen of twenty),

;

s1ze were noteﬂ the d1ffer éﬂd
;1nst1tut1on s12e were matched in bogﬁ respbndent groups. Thus,

L AP ——

. pn$s1dents and cha1rpersons agreed 7hat these two roles were of
S .. N

‘ greater overall 1mp%rtance as 1nst1tution snze 1ncreased*

Board cha]npersons from large; 1qst1tut1ons(tended ‘to view the

<P
a]ler 1nst1tut1ons but

AN ,

- Commun1ty Leader role (ranked th1r:Sen in -overall. 1mportance) as

more.rmportant than trustees ‘from
" —presidents did nc nt
w T ‘

g ’ "y

4

-~
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" institution Siie; Similarly, pres:dents exh1b1ted ﬂb d1fferences
e .
based on 1nst1tut1on size re]at1ve to the roles of Adm1n1strator/
. » ° ~ -

Execut1ve or éonsensus Bu11der/Med1ator (ranked six and eefsn in

overa11 1mportance, respect1ve1y) although board cha1rpersons tended; l;;
to perce1ve both ro]es as more 1mportant a5~1nst1tyt1on size ”w\Qﬁﬂi

décrééSéd F1na11y, ‘board chairpersons exh1b1ted no d1fferences

<

concern1ng the'Faculty Advecate role (ranked n1ne in overa11 o
pf yor 7“'- v .
1mportaace) a]though pres1dents-tended te v1ew the ro]eiﬁs more
R BERa 7 7 o s :
impdrtéht é§>in§tituti6n sjze increased.

f? Th1s pattern offered limited further ev1¢§nce that présidénts

..
- importance of roles less h1gh1y rategsoverall.

-

Insert Table 3 here
, A 7

| R’éiamé Role Importance: Institution Type as a Variable

N A One Way Ana1y§1s of Variance (ANOVA) was computed for each of
the twenty pres1dent1a1 roles for all- pres1dents responses, then
all board éhéirberééns responses, testing Sebéréteiy within grdﬁb
s1gn1f1cance of differences, if any, between mean role importance *
ratings base/\vﬁ institution type. Where s1gnif1cant F va]ues were'

——gbtatmed: (1) it 3uggested that there did ex1st a s1gn1f1cant
7 difference between the perce1ved role 1mportancevbased on .
inétjtutibn type; (2) e:bostlhoc comparison, Student-Newman-Keuls,

A

Yoo

20
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- type. - The possibility thus éxists that the analyses may be

\
vGovernment L1a1son/Resource Stimul

I - , ;
?Q Presidential Roles
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was app11ed to determ1ne’the'means between wh1ch s1gn1f1cant

~

&ifferehées existed: -

1s institution types was qu1te sm 1 1n some cases thus,

~

, ana1ys1s andﬁgg\\lps1ons about those 1nst1tut1on types should be

eons1dered'Very tentat1ve. Although 111um1nat1ng as an exploratory

effort; the

statistical results shoWn in Table 4 must be 1nterpreted
in light of the 0bservat1on that for use of the ANOVA 1n comparing
institutions by type the range and ce11 size posed a prob]em. This

also prevented the researcher from stét1st1ca11y measurlng the
-~

poss1b1e 1nteractmve effect of the var1ables,1pst1tut1ok size and -

.

confound1ng. S *F, -

1nst1tut1on type in the case of ten of the twenty roles. As showﬁ
in Table 4' for three of the roles 1arge1j parallel responsé trends

betweeh the two groups of respondentz Were appareht (Fund Raiser,

r,.Labor Relations Specialist).

" For these three roles; d1ffer1ng percept1ons of role 1mportance :

related -to 1nst1tut1on type were_revealed and those d1fferences were

aiighea'éioseiy in both groups of leaders: For the seven additional

roles where Sighifieaht différéhéés among the same réSbohdeht group

.~ ..
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institution size: - ~ L _ J
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Relative Role Importance: "Inside" and “6%tsid§ﬁ Diménsions

Through manipulations of the data, a new variable (or “score")
was created which was composed of the sum of aii_president§i role

) -

'importénce ratings for the ten'presidential roles defining the

“inside’ dimension. A second new variable (or "score®) was created

in the same manner, composed of the sum of all pres1dents role

importance rat1ngs for the ten pres1dent1a1 ro]es def1n1ng the
"outside" dimension: Rple 1mpoktance rat1ngs for a]] board
chairpersons were similarly combined to form two édditidﬁai

variables (or "scores") which defined the importance ratings

trustees assigned to the "inside" and "outside" dimensions of the _

president's job.

Statistical analysis included the computation of t tésts (for

correlated samples) on all combinations.of .the four new "scores" to -

détérmihé if the pérCEiVéd impbrfant@ of the two dimensions differed

NEE
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) . s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffere’t. ‘The magn1tude of the scgres 1nd1cated ‘

_ - < o
’ ' : Vthe_1mportance preferences (1 = very 1mportant 5 = very e
unimportant). Listwise deletion of data was employéa -
. ‘ The pairings of mean scores on the new role difiension variables

o0 -
14

i(shdwn in fabie 5) indicate each respondent group perceived the
dimensions to be s1gn1f1cant1y di ffe entf With{n and between 7 o «
, respondent grqups, They also agreed which of the two role ' o

~ dimensions was fost JéS;rtant:j the ins1de d1mensyon.

. \ » - . -

»

F VL

N8

:.7: : : \/ e . 9
: ;o . ‘ s _ :
'
F1nd1ngs Based on Unstructured Resppnses ’
Vd

* ~ Although only 18 percent cf the pres1dents and 28 percent of .

add1¢1onal pnstructured wr1tten comments, these comments were very "

he]pfu] in. 1nterpret§¢1ng the quant1tat1ve data. A content ana]ysi:

~

of’these comments revealed the fo110w1ng°

»ﬁoted the dUéntitat1ve data s0pported this perception somewh5t

jf' relat1ve to 1nst1tution type but less s” re]ated to. institution L ‘

size. , ) I b,
. ) . " ‘-" ', -

- ) ‘ ‘," ) N . -

v _ . *
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‘ g 3. Pres1dents in pa§t1cu1ar seemed'to express great d1ff1cu1ty

FT s 23

] _ e
2;. There seemed ‘to be a w1de1y held view among both respondent

~ ~
-

groups that the president's JOb is an extraord1nary one of great ‘and

varled respons1b1T1ty wh1cﬂ demands an extraord1nary 1nd1v1dua1 to

-4~

e

. \'
in éstab11sh1ng a pr1or1ty Smong ro]es they said a]] roles seemed

very 1mportant and there appeared to be am as sumpt1on that 1t must
B be that way. s Cos f : ‘ " PR
‘i.%f' a Wh11e pres;dents seemed to express*a sense of accepting

* t

I

strongly a sense of the need for- delegation and the need for

presidents to make‘w1se cho1ces about where to invest 11m1ted time

and energy among the many expectations and résponsibﬁiities of the

.

pos1t1on,

5. . Some prési&énts ékprésséd a ?Eugfiafiag tension between the

reality of critical demograph1c and fiscal trends dominating their
timé*‘énérﬁy and prioritfes and the‘possiBTy more critical--but

somehow less pragmat1ca11y urgent--need for academic renewai.

*;56; ﬁany pres1dents and trustees from smaller, usual]y private

,1nst1tut1ons expressed a belief that most of the roles would

compared to larger co]]eges— because of fewer dpportunities forg

delegat1on, the intimate nature of the smaller co]]égés and so

)forth. (Except for a limited number of roles, the analysis of the

-" |

¥

4
2o
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;/777 7. , 7 i i o
tution size contradicted this

quantitative data with regqrd to insti
perception.) I . )
4 - ‘

L R

role descriptions were perceived as requiring quite different
importance ratings.: (Although respondents were aﬁFééfé& fﬁFéUéﬁr
instructions in the instrument not to be 566 literal in |
iﬁtéf%iétatiéﬁs of role déééfibtiéﬁé; the comments ﬁéy,ﬁéfﬁf to a
Weakness in the instrument.)

8. A similar problem with role descriptions was detected when
respondents in soie instances égpiésSéd di%f%cyity in assigning
importanice values to roles where they feld a majority of specific
tasks for those roles were delegated to others, generally vice
presidents. But respondents tended to rate those roles as less
important, a response iﬁtéﬁdéd'%bzbé elicited when the instrument
was designed. i _ ‘

9. The role of “iﬁébiréfiohéi leader" o;;"symbol 6f.bérééhéi
‘integrity" seemed to be important to some respondents but not

adequately represented im the Presidential Roles PFé?%iéé-élthough

the Visionary/Long Raég;n 77777 |

ééiéé were intended to represent those expectations and activities:
16: Some respondents perceived the. role of Administrator/
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o?fiters. A]though the ro]e Was 1ntended to represent these
.act1v1t1es, possably the ro]e descr1pt1on emphas1zed a pgper- :
pusher’ 1mage not fu11 1ntended - -

11.° A number of board cha1rperson5 (both in the maaor study in

-

?Pennsylvan1a and p11ot study in New Jersey) emphatica]]y expressed

-_grat1tude for hav1ng had the opportun1ty to state thefr v1ews on the

;'n\

SubJect through théir 1n61u530n“nn the stud§. (Th1s suggested, very

tentat1ve1y, that they may not have as great an opportun1ty to do . -

.so--and poss1b1y 1i ftl ncpuragement to do so at their own

N —

1nst1tut1ons--as they m1ght 11ke ) vh}' .”.v ~>1 '
a3 | 'h DISCUSSTON

The 0p1n1ons expressed in the genera] 11terature for many years

human be1ngs“ and may be gett1ng worse 1f our 1ncr’ 1ng1y

threaten1ng trends and current head]1nes are to be believed. The

déte géther by the present exp]oratory study tend to Support that

éssértion} . ; 'ﬁ? I o .-,' R - :
| -The data:ipérticuiérfy the qualitative data::gathered.in‘the

study reported here seemed to imply that presidents, qu1te p0551b1y

unwittingly, may have become "their own worst enemies’ ‘as they

struggleato fqu111 the awesome responsib111t1es of their pagifiaﬁ”;

;Pres1dents expressed a-noble but possib]y self destructive @ttitude

of accegt1ng res1gnat1on to" ‘the burdens o? t""ir off iée* seemingly ,

propelled by the assumption that it 51mp1y must be this way and that

o

<l
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L}

they must at least str1ve--1arge1y on the1r own--to f1nd the

Asuperhuman strength within themse]ves to r1se to the" demands-of the

. AN
******* ¢

pos1t1on.,;

—— — - -

. The pres1dents in this study- seemed to be11eve it had to be

~ existed regarding ?ﬁi??iiﬁﬁé eiﬁeétatﬁdﬁs; Scattered unstructured

- — ,,,4

tomments from pres1dents who part1c1pated in this 3§t y also

unwilling, unable or poss1b1y fearful of enlistipg the ass1staﬁée of
their Qévérﬁiﬁg boards in their ﬁéﬁSéﬁa11StrH§§iés to be éffééti?é’ !

The trend; of the advice concerning working with trustees
offered\to présidéhts.ﬁh the current opinion iiterature;;ofteh by
former presidents--and in the unstructured comments §athereduthrough:
this stﬁdy fdcuses on the traditional recommendations. These
recommendat1ons u5ua11y suggest gett1ng trustees 1nvo1ved‘1n the

life of the 1nst1tut1on--but 1mp1y not,gett1ng them too involved;

acc11mat1ng them to their trusteeship--but not too we]] lest they

occasion, 1nc1ud1ng quest1on1ng; rev1s1ng or d1sapprov1ng
presidential recommendat1ons.

The qua11tat1ve data gathered during the present study suggest .

- l

B 3 - T T )
| - R AT

»
\

]
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" that fr"stees might be willing, indeed quite gratefu] in some cases,
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if g1ven the opportunity to part1c1pate more fully with the

pres1dent in redefining the expectations for the office and -

Fedesigning the job so that the incumbent might at least have a

fighting Ehanée at be1ng successful. Certainly some trustees would-

first need to be made more aware of the f1ne 11ne between reasbnable

and product1ve superv1s1on, advice; and asseSSment, .and
counterproduct1ve; 1nt01erab1e 1nterference w1th the~work of the
eniéf executive. ~Other trustees would have to be convinced that the
présiaéntis job in indeed overwhelming and. that part of their
respons1b111ty is to assist the president in sett1ng réééaﬁab1é and
attainab]e.goals. But the tone of the comments from theftrustées

who participated in this study generally implied a sympathetic

cognizance of-the burdens of the office, the need for deiegation and

LU

the .nged for the 'p"reside’nt to —make 'mse,aﬁa’ae’g about where to first
1nvest h1s or her t1me and energy 1n tune W1th the 1nst1tut1on s

‘most press1ng needs. (

The 1rony yet prom1se of hope, suggested by the analys1s of

- the quant1tat1ve "data accumu]ated dur1ng tﬁis ‘study is its maJor

f'f1nd1ng pres1dents and board chairpersons (at 1east 1n o

LY

o Pennsy]van1a) are in c]ose agreement about the re]at1ve 1mportance;

' of the many ro]es presidents are expected to fu1f111$ There seems

Ao -
T ey

. ,.Jq.-«

to be reason to bélieve that if pres1dents and trustees were able to

develop techn1ques for work1ng more closely together to Jo1nt1y

g L -;.;';'
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' priority setting. More 1mportant1y;-the stressfu1 sol1tude (or more

~(gg%:m1st1ca11y, “sp]end1d agony“) of the pres1dent s strugg]é teo

d*scharge the extraord1nary respons1b111t1es of h1;/5r_her office

could be shared and poss1b1y relieved. | :
Other f1nd1ngs of the pres ent study include a tendency for

pres1dents and board cha1rpersons to be in closer agreement about

best wh11e there may be- overall agreement on the relative .

1mportance of the roles, there may}be potent1al for djsagreement'in'f’

some key areas of pres1dent1a1 respons1b111ty. Boards and

| pres1dents need to be aware of this tendency and to deal with it
forthrightly: | | |

The c]ear preference exh1b1ted by both g§e51dents a%d board

cha1rpersons was’ for the’ 1ns1de“ role dimension.: Th1s suggests

that; although much has been‘§r1tten about pres1dents becom1ng more

1nvolved with 1nst1tut1ona1 advancement d1rected toward a var1ety of

outs1dé const1tuenc1es; bothegroups of leaders were in agreement

that the internal responsibilities are of greater 1mportance. The

¥l
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impiitaaiaﬁs of this finding are limited by its lack of historical
;ééhtéi%ﬁ stmilar studies for ear11er per1ods are not available for

comparison. _ -

Tl

significant bearing on différéhtés in perceived role importance than

_ L . _ _ . A
. does institution size. The lack of an analysis of the 1nteract1ve

effect of these variables as well as the p ob]emat1c sampling in

this study limits the validity of this assertion. If it is a valid
, T ~. .
observation, search and selection committees arnd presidential

" candidates would want to be aware of the differences in role
importance amdqg;differeht types of institutions “and employ that

information in matching candidates to apprbpriate institutions.

F1na11y, the Pres1dent1a1 Role Prof11e deve]oped through this

lreach1ng consensus ‘upon pres1dent1a1 expectatidns. As'a'fééi for

measur1ng perce1ved role 1mportance, a pres1dent and his or her
~y

“board m1ght complete separately a version of the Prof11e and use a
EéﬁﬁariSBE of their responses as a Stiﬁﬁlﬁs‘fér_ihi§iatih§
disctussion about presidential performance and goal setting..

Future Research | )

: Given the pre11m1nary 1nd1cat1ons that 1nst1tution type may be

a critical var1ab1e 1mpact1ng the relat1ve 1mgprtance of ‘the array

a1

Cof pres1dentia] ro i dd1ttona1 research might be fru1tfu1 in

S

3

7

Presidential Roles .

The results also suggest that institution type may have d more

’ - research effort may be of use to nd1’1dua] boards and pres1dents to =

facilitate the improvemént of their re1at1onsh1p and the process of .~
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“ciéiifying tnis:is§Ué; Samp1e s1zes which would aiiow for maasur1ng

‘(

the 1nteract1ve e;iift of the variables of 1nstitut1on size and type
i

would fufther confribute to an understanding of their relagedness to

priority setting among presidential roles.

Presidential Roles. .

Y

éértaiﬁiy 6thér réséarch-méthéaéiagfés; such as ﬁintibéig;s use +

_ Ly gmr - - g w ®--w — oo

academ1c pres1dency. There is also
organizing the results of the few émpirical-stud1es concerning the
academic presidency. Such a study would make a vaiuabié

contribution to d1rect1ng the design and focus of future studies of

f_' -

i .
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S Tabler . a

Suminary of Responses \§or All Eresideﬁts and
A11 Board Chairpersons “in Order -of
0 ~ Presidents': Ranked Mean Responses

Presidential Rgle/ Pairs Presidents Board Chairpersons 5
Role Dimension® N Wean, Rank,  Wean.  Rank, &

‘ ' - »

Ll e o A [

[Ty Visionary " 107 1.30 1 1.36 .7 1.
e —a g’: - . Nfﬂ . )
(I) Trustee Rapport }}' e
: 107

Builder/Advisor -~

. Image Builder

b
[
&
w
W
e
¢ o R
1]
N
N,

106

A

(1)

~.

_;gjif_,._“__wi(ii),d

P

0.

A

o

‘

) Fund Raiser

-

) Financial Manager

) Administrator/

Executive
Consensus Builder/
Mediator

[
Marketer/
Salesperson

Faculty Advgcété

Educational .
Advocate

) Symbo1l/Ceremonial

Official -

Academic Planner/

Innovator g

Community Leader,

GGvernment Liaison/

Resource Stimulator

Interinstitutional

D?pioméf

107

107

107

107
106

107

107

£
ey
.
(8,
O
-

~
N
..
(o]
(8,
~

.13 .188

;)‘.
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; g ‘ ' Table 1 \continued) = - e

Piégiaéﬁﬁjéjgggié/ Pairs Presidents Board Chairpersons

Role Dimension - N Meang Rank ~ Mean,  Rank .r P

¢ ; | L

(1) Student@Liaison/ . . _ o
" Mentor - 187 2:67 16 * 2.66 16 12 221

(0). Alumni Liaison/. o . . o o
Motivator 107 2.54 17 2.48 13 :13 - .198

(1) Physical Plant/

-(0) Scholar/Teacher 107 3.29 19 3.48 20 .08 .406
(1) Labor Relations" I |
Specialist 1056 3.42 20

** p < .01.

® %1 = “inside" roles, 0 = "cutside"

" DPyaluye of 1 = very important, 5 = very unimportant

3 -

ey
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| Table 2 *Af

, g Summary of S1gn1f1cant t tests Ind1cat1ng
i . Differences in Presidents' and Board

Chairpersons' Perceptions of the
Degree of Importance of
Ikdividual Presidential
- " Roles
S R o
President1a1 Role/ - Group .  N(Pairs) Mean®  $.D. £t . b
Rank : _ ¥ » . -
Trustee Rapport . - Presidents’ e 1:32 62 . a -
BuiTder/Advisor(2) Board Ch. 107 1.58 777 73.03** 003
F1nan¢1a] Manager(S) Presidents DS 1.54 .80 e ean
| - Board Ch. 107. 1.75 79 | c2.02r .086
Commun1ty Leader(13) ‘Presidents A 2.35 1.12 ,',f:*;' s
| o , . Board Ch. 106 . 2.7 1.06 o-3%% .001
Labor Relations " presidents soe . 3.82 1:22 5 ansx ook
‘Specialist(20)  Boarg Ch. 105 3.06 - 1.06 283" -006
** p < }01 i ;L~
*p <05 . R
aroiés;ijstéd in order of presidents' ranked mean responses iE o
Pralue of 1 ='very important, Sgs'v?ry unimportant =
;

39
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= s Lt S ' S
‘g . - ) . ‘ . -'; .__M_ N N 39 .
B R — - _
7 BT . ab]e 3 E gy
Summary of Sign1ficant Gorrelggfgn gggff]gjgggs A S
" Indicating Presidents' and Board Chairpersons' - . | it
Perceptions of Indjvidual Rolé o v _n )
; Fmportance Corrélated with A S A
- Institution S1ze S
B — ——
e ' ’ Ly L Presidents AAABoardjcha1r9ersons
Pressdent1a] Ro]e/ _ _ N Mééhb r. p - N “Mean r _p
Rank™. - R . o B .
-'ﬁﬁm1n1str$forl, . — — L7
Executive (6) ‘ - 119 1.75 .03 .767 115 1:62 . 233**';000
. Consensus Builder/ - S o
~ Mediater (7) 119 1.87 -.09. .313 .. 115. 2.03.° .18* ,050"
Faculty Advocate - (9) 119 2.20 =.19% .042 115 ©2.13) -:03 736

Educational Advocate (10) 119 2.22 =.22* .016 115 .'2.38 -.28%* .003

“Community Leader (13) 118 2.36 <=.01 .899 = 115  2.76 -.25%% ,007
Government Liaison/ ., o L o
Resource St1mu1ator (14) 119 ,2554;-ij19* .038 115 2.54 -.,28*%* (010 T
** 5 ¢ .01 SR T o
- . . ’ ¢
* p < ;05 -
3roles are listed in order of presidants’ ranked mean: ‘responis
i bYaiue of 1 = very 1mportant 5 = very 1mportant A N
. -.’}:;;.» . ’ : ..’ “: ' ‘7 ) - . ., §
[P .. : R B IR PP
x o \
. B
A
" : R
. : .
- ; .
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, Tab]e 4 :
"y . '., ‘ 0 _
v Summary of Srgnrfrcant F Values and Post Hoc Gomparrsons Indlcatrng
Differences in Perceived Rolé Importance Based on - “"1;
Institution Type
S ‘ !

Presidential Ruir]kanka

-t

Presitents -

P

post fic (V1< W

P

Board Charrpersons

F oo

CWsionary (1)

Trustee Rapport

'BUildér/Ad9156r (

Educatronal
| Advpcate (9)

Aliimni Lrsrsonz,,
Motivator - (12)
,',’-i-—-z/

2)

Government Lrarson/

Resource Strmulator (15) n 993*

Interrnstrtutronal
Diplomat

Student Lrarson/
Mentor

-~ {15)

(17)

g

L s

209

I

T R

2 Ik ; \

.00 .

244* {

; '

2,6,3,5; 1,4 (nis:)

r‘ ‘j""
L

AT

i

1541

‘2,4,1,33:6(-’3-5'};/;

‘

_ ‘ ;47'
2-1-3-5-6-4(n S\ )

L4
N

f} :

¥

Post Hoc (VI< >VU)

B
CUEE 1354, 46

4;78% 1£1

6:38 2,415 7 6,3

1,93

LEY L 01356

e

2.96% ,r'r;\':ffl‘/.*',,‘2;4;1;5;5;3(h;5;) "‘??"";'

7!.,’:.“!‘l,’r | ] ’.
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SRS e § (continied)

Presidents " Boand thairpersuﬁ§ |
gt e (V< )b,c oo Post floc (Vi< \{F)

-_

presidantial Role/ank’ Past o (Vi< sW

Mhsical Pl
- Property Qverseer , (18) 4.03% "6 #1,5,4

Specialist 826" 14356 143 L
o e LA

- b‘é 01 ,"  ) | : | E R - | | g

- ;* p <5 : S ;,l . ' g - | - ; | 1/z

roles Tisted in order of presidents' ranked mean responses

b e
VI = very fmpoﬁtant; WU =-very animportant

-
= g .-

T,
éétpu:tpsnuap}saaaf

I EPState 'oifed" (14) 2 = State-related (4) 3= Etatéi-aidéd (12) 4= pubhc community coHeges (14)

Ty

5- private dyr m‘tltutwns (76), 6 pr1vate 3un1or coHeges (9)
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Y

N

a2

Summary of t Values Indicating Differences:Within -
the: Two Respondent Groups Relative to
5 {n51de and Outside Role
Dlmens1ons
_Role Dimension  Group N(Pairs); . MC. $:D £ p-
= - o T == T
— ‘ SRS 3 : i
' - - Within Groups = T ) i
- e | ‘ ;
T4 '- R ‘ ' ] ] .
Inside ¢ = . Presidents A '21:56 4.38 S ocxx 0N
Outside® Presidents 101 22093 5.0 2-95%% ..004
Inside - .Board.Ch, o - 21,57 . 8.16 4 caws aon
_ Outside Board ¢h. = 101 23.76 ~ 5.31 e 000
5§.~ Betweeq:GrouPs j;awfv
Inside . presidents ~ - - 21.56  4.38 o oo
Inside Board  Ch. 01 237 can1e (02 (986
Outside ~ presidents 1Y 22.93 5:20 151 .arae
Outside " " poard Ch. 101 23276 5.31 l-2l . :229"
_Inside.. . -; PreSTdents ) ST 21:56 4.3 5 Loak nna
“Outside- . - - Board Ch.. | - 101 . 53736  5i33 3.30** .001
L J _
Outside Presidents 22.93 . 5320 - amx ade
Inside ~Board Ch. 101 21.57 4.1 2-13** 038
** p < 701 ‘ v 7 .;' A o ,
¥ . - -
* .
| p < <;05 N

qinside.dimension includes: Visionary, Trustequapport Bu11der/Adv1ser,

Financial Manager, Administrator/Executive, €onsensus Builder/Mediator,.
Faculty Advocate, Academia Planner/Innovator,;- Student tiaison/Mentdr*
,Physical P]ant/Property Oyerseer* tabor Re]ations Specia]ist '

1,

b6uts1de d]mension 1nc1udes P.R.: Spec1a11st/lmage Bui]der, Fund Raiser,

Educational Advocate, Markéter/Salesperson; Symbol/Ceremonial Official,
Community Leader; Alumni Liaison/Motivater,; Government: Liaison/Resource

Stimulator; Interinst1tutiona1 Diplqmat Scho]ar/Teacher

A “yalue.mean may_be_determined by dividing mean by tén
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